Aims and scope of the Technical Report
The conduct of systematic reviews and the development of Best Practice Information Sheets involve rigorous, standardised methods to ensure that all information provided to health professionals is of the highest standard and constitutes best practice. The conduct of a systematic review and development of the corresponding Best Practice issue are two parts of a staged process. All aspects of the conduct of the systematic review and the development of the accompanying Best Practice issue are documented so that these methods may be scrutinised. The processes involved in conducting Joanna Briggs Institute systematic reviews, including review methods are documented within the systematic review report. The format of Best Practice precludes it from including detailed information regarding the abstraction of evidence and development of recommendations embodied in the publication. For this reason JBI Best Practice Technical Reports are provided as a complementary publication to document all aspects of the development of Best Practice Information Sheets. In determining the quality of the Joanna Briggs Institute Best Practice Information Sheets the information provided in the Technical Report and the Systematic Review Report should also be considered. Disclaimer "The procedures described in Best Practice must only be used by people who have appropriate expertise in the field to which the procedure relates. The applicability of any information must be established before relying on it. While care has been taken to ensure that this edition of Best Practice summarises available research and expert consensus, any loss, damage, cost, expense or liability suffered or incurred as a result of reliance on these procedures (whether arising in contract, negligence or otherwise) is, to the extent permitted by law, excluded".
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The executive summary of the systematic review is presented below. (Refer to the full systematic review report for additional information about the review processes followed):
Executive summary
Background One in four people globally will be affected by mental disorders at some point in their life. Currently approximately 450 million people worldwide suffer from this condition thereby placing mental health disorders among the leading cause of illness. Although treatment with psychotropic medication for specific psychological interventions has been demonstrated to be beneficial, it is also associated with relapse due to non-adherence to the medication regime. Factors associated with non-compliance include inadequate knowledge of the condition and the side-effects of the drugs. However, there is still some debate amongst psychiatrists as to the relative benefits of informing consumers about the side-effects.
Objectives The objective of this review was to systematically assess the literature and present the best available evidence that investigated the efficacy of educational interventions, relating to psychotropic medications, for consumers with a mental health disorder.
Search strategy A literature search was performed using the following databases Medline (1966 Medline ( -2000 , CINAHL (1982 CINAHL ( -2002 , EMBASE (1980 EMBASE ( -2002 ProQuest, Psychlit and the Cochrane Controlled Trials Register (Issue 2, 2002 of Cochrane Library). In addition, the reference lists of relevant trials and conference proceedings were also scrutinised. No language restrictions were applied. Experts and investigators were contacted to elicit further information.
Selection criteria All relevant randomised controlled trials that investigated the effectiveness of providing education and the methods to provide education to adult consumers with a mental illness were eligible for inclusion in the study.
Data collection and analysis Eligibility of the trials for inclusion in the review, details of eligible trials and the methodological quality of the trials was assessed jointly by two reviewers. All information was verified by a third reviewer. Odds ratio for dichotomous data and a weighted mean difference for continuous data were calculated with 95% confidence intervals. Where synthesis was inappropriate a narrative overview was undertaken.
Results Twenty-one studies were included in this review. Knowledge was assessed in 15 studies. Compliance was assessed in 13 studies. Relapse was assessed in five studies and insight was assessed in six studies. Those patients who were provided with education demonstrated a significant increase in the level of knowledge and compliance compared to those who were not. However, there was no difference in the incidence of relapse and insight in those who were provided education. A structured education session using both written and verbal methods followed by discussion was demonstrated to be effective. The evidence suggests that consumers who were provided multiple education sessions had greater knowledge gains in the short term (up to 1 month); however, the effectiveness of multiple sessions in the long term (2 years) was inconclusive. The review provides evidence that multiple education sessions are better than single education sessions in improving knowledge relating to medications and insight into illness. Conclusions Evidence from the trials demonstrates that structured educational interventions delivered at frequent intervals are useful as part of the treatment program for people with a 
Abstraction of the evidence and development of practice recommendations
Peer review
All Joanna Briggs Institute evidence publications are subjected to a rigorous peer review process. This process begins with the submission of the protocol for the systematic review to the Joanna Briggs Institute Associate Director, Collaboration and Evidence Translation. The protocol is peer reviewed by two other nominated Joanna Briggs Collaborating Centres not involved in the review itself. All other Joanna Briggs Collaborating Centres are able to make additional comments with regard to the protocol. When the systematic review is at draft report stage it is peer reviewed by the Collaborating Centres who appraised the protocol initially. In addition to the Joanna Briggs Collaborating Centres the systematic review report is subjected to external blinded peer review before publication by Blackwell Publishing. The draft Best Practice Information Sheet is also reviewed by the two nominated Joanna Briggs Collaborating Centres. The Best Practice Information Sheet is then distributed to all other Joanna Briggs Collaborating Centres for comment with regard to cultural, professional and organisational issues that may impact on the implementation of the BPIS recommendations within their constituency.
Best Practice Information Sheets ongoing review/update
All Joanna Briggs Institute evidence publications are based on the best available evidence at the time of publication. When using the publications to inform practice the reader should consider the date of publication and the possibility that recent research may have implications about the strength or direction of recommendations. All Joanna Briggs Institute systematic reviews on which the Best Practice Information Sheets are based are assessed for update at five years post publication and at this time the relevant Best Practice Information Sheets is also reviewed.
Funding
Although the majority of Joanna Briggs Institute systematic reviews and Best Practice Information Sheets are funded by corporate membership funds and/or by the Joanna Briggs Collaborating Centres, external funding is occasionally used. In these cases the internal and external peer review processes ensure that editorial independence from the funding body is maintained.
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